STATE OF CALIFORNIA—HEALTH AND WELFARE AGEMCY

' DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES
744 p Street, Sacramento, CA 93814

July 10, 1980

ALL-COUNTY INFORMATION NOTICE I~ 72-80

. TO: ALL COUNTY WELFARE DIRECTORS

SUBJECT: CENTRALIZED DELIVERY SYSTEM PROJECT - RESULTS OF GOUNTY
SYSTEMS SURVEY

At the end of January of this year, the above survey was forwarded to
automated counties for requested response and to non-automated counties
for information purposes. The singular goal of the survey was to identify
data processing systems which may encompass concepts that would aid in

the development of the Statewide Public Assistance Network (SPAN)., This
survey is not related to pilot county criteria development or selection.

We have completed our evaluation of the responses and developed a proposed
list of counties that are considered as sources for on-site technical
studies. The specifics of the evaluation, and the conclusions reached,
are contained in the attached report which is comprised of two major
sections: 1) overview and results; and 2) detailed analysis.

The survey questiomnaire, analytical methods, and attached results were
developed with the aid and review of the CWDA-SPAN Technical Committee
subcommittee (Joe Ormond - Humboldt, Phil Bates - Fresno and Fred Gustafson -
Los Angeles) and further reviewed by the full CWDA-SPAN Technical Committee
chaired by Dave Echols.

Your review and comments regarding this report will be appreciated. Please
inform us if you find that we have overlooked potential areas of study that
may be beneficial to our goals. Pending additional information, the counties
listed in the attached report will be contacted directly to develop review
plans and a schedule.

1f you need further information or have any concerns, please contact
Tom Beyer of the SPAN Bureau at (916) 323-2413,

Your cooperation in this effort continues to be greatly appreciated.

eputy Director
Centralized Delivery System

Atch,
cc: CWDA

GEN 654a (7/73)



b. Jammary 21, 1980

Questionnaire issued to 42 auvtomated counties for response and to
remaining counties for information.

¢. February 2%, 1980

Scoring methods for completed gquestionnaires reviewed with CWDA -
CD3 Task Force sub—-committee.

d. February - March 1980

Received 38 respongses - 37 comnleted questionnairies and one
request for non-submission.

e. March 12, 1970

Reviewed scoring and analysis status with CWDA - CDS Task Force
sub-~committee.

.  April R, 1980
Reviewed preliminary results with CWDA - CDS Task Force.

Tuestionnaire Structure

The questionnaire consisted of a genersl description of the purpose of
the survey, instructions regarding completion, and specific criteria
to be considered when responding to the questions.

The questionnalre was designed to indicate the degree to which
commeonly performed functions are assisted, and state required reports
are produced, by data processing systems. The responses also
indicated the degree to which these functions and reports supported
each of eight major program areas administered hy county welfare
departments. The system functions, state required reports, and
program categories are listed helow:

a. System Functions

Intake/Data Collection
Fligibility Determination/Verification
Certification

Budget Computation
Client Notifications
Benefit Delivery

Cagse Mansgement/Tracking
Mansgement Control
Billing and Collections
Central Index/Data Rase
Praud/sudit
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Centralized Delivery System Project
Overview and Results of County Svetems Survey
May 1980

A. Background

1'

Purpose of the Survey

The purpose of the survey was to identify county data processing
systems or sub-systems which, through further detailed study, may
contain concepts which are applicable to SPAN development and

operation.

Analysia Criteriz and Constraints

The responses to the survsey were methodicelly processed to develop a
1ist of cendidate review counties with associated specific areas of
study. The results, to s large degree, were dependent upon the
following guidelines:

a. Objective Comparison - The survey responses were essentially
reviewed on a face-value, quantified basis. Qualitative aspects
were avoided as they are more properly the subject matter of
detailed, on-site appraisal.

b. Diversity of Systems - Review of a cross-section of systems Is an
important consideration; there are too many approaches to data
vprocessing solutions to assume that a given system is relatively
better than others without benefit of direct, comparahle
investigation.

¢. GCeographical Distribution - Since SPAN will he a statewide
develotment, and demogravhics could influence system and
procedural needs, it may be advantageous to cover the "four
corners" of California. As a corollary, reviewing clusters of
counties may diminish the chances of observing a variety of
approaches.

d. Practical Limitations - A valid goml of any study is to obtain
the maximum amount of information with the least smount of effort
and/or expense: thie keeps the practicsl considerations of
resource availebility and cost-benefit trade-off in perspective.
With all criteria taken into account, it was felt that a cross
section of A-10 counties would be smtisfactory.

B. Summary

1.

Chronological Recapitulation

a. December 107G ~ Jamuary 1970

Cuestionnaire development including review and comments by CWDA -
CDS Task Force.



Seoring Procedure

As the questionnaires were received, they were reviewed and a
gscore sheet was completed for each.

Fach response to a survey question wae asssigned a value based on
the following criteria:

Value Criteria
1.00 Function/report is automated
.75 Tunetion/report will be automated within
one year.
@ Neither of the above cases apply.




State Required Reports '

1)  Program Operation and Statistical
2)  Tiscal/Claiming

() Aid Claiming
(b) Administrative Claiming

Welfare Program Categories

1) M@ to Families with Dependent Children - Family Groumps and
Unemployed

2}  Aid to Families with Dependent Children - Boarding Homes and
Institutions

3) Medi-Cal Fligibility

4) TFood Stamps

5)  Aid for Adoption of Children
£}  Adult Programs

7} Speial Services

8)  Child Sumpert

3.  Scoring Abstract

a.

Score Sheet Design

To facilitete scoring and eventual snalysis, a score sheet was
congtructed and consisted of:

1) A Function versug Program ¥Matrix.

This portion was hased upon the first segment of the
guestionnaire (System Punctions). The eleven functions

and eight program areas were used to form the rows and
columns, respectively, of the matrix. TFach question (or sub-
question) number was then placed in the cell of the function-
program comhination which it specifically addressed.
Questions which could not be associated with a specific
program were placed in a "General" category column.

2)  Report Category Scores
This was the count of points scored in the three sub-

categories of the second section of the questiomnaire (State
Required Feports).




Analysis Overview

The majority of analysis could be likened fo o "boil-down” process; in
all but one set of tebulations, exclusionary routines were used to
arrive at & coross section of remaining counties that would best meet
the criteria for further study.

For purposes of comparstive weighting, the categories of "Functions",
"Program Reports” and "Aid Claiming Reports" were considered on an
even par. Program (support) scores were used only as a Secondary aid
in finalizing the choices of candidate study counties. Responges %o
the "Admin. Claiming Reports" questions were treated as information—
only.

Due to the fact that more than one~fourth of the survey responses were
from counties that use the Welfare Case Data System, the analysig was
partitioned into "Cese Data" and "Non-Case Data" segments, where
appropriate, and a pre-imposed limit of two %o three Case Data
counties was set: the limit ie in proportion to the anticipeted
envelope of 6-10 study counties.

Analysig Technigues

The point totals for the four maein score sheet categories,
"Punctions", "Program Reports", "Aid Claiming Reports" and "Admin
Claiming Reports" were tabulated and rank-order lists for each
category were developed. This was the only set of documents that
included sll counties involved in the survey.

The remainder of the analysis was based upon development and usage of
index mmbers that represented a combination of absolute score and

relative ranking.

A1l point scores were converted to proportions {points scored divided
by points poseible) for the eleven individual functions, the two
"Program” and "Aid Claiming" report categories, and the eight programs
noted on the score sheet. The functions and reports were combined
into one matrix, and the programs formed the basis for a second
matrix. County names for the function/report and program variables
were placed in cells based on the proportions; the proportions were
divided into 0.1 intervals, i.e., 1.0=0.9, 0.9-0.8, .8-0.7, etc.
These two arrays represented the absolute factor of the previously
mentioned index.




The scoring process for the first questionnaire sectisn consistad
of reviewing the question, assigning a value to the response,

and asnnotating the question number in the matrix with the
applicable score; when this portion was done, row and column
totals were "footed and cross~footed™. The report section was
then reviewed, report-by-report, and the sub-section totals
entered on the score sheet.

A score sheet facsimilé, illustrating the function-program cells
and question numbers, and the possible point totals for each
function, program and reporting category is displayed below:

¢

CIS DP SURVEY SCORE SHEET

i r H 4] o] i A M i
i i \ i v Ald for T Aduit T Feeiwl b thiid ] T Row/Total
Function } AFDC-FG/U ! AFDC-BHI |Foed Stamps! Medi-Cal | Adopticns ! Programs ] Services | Suppert | General | Possible Scores
Intake/ ' 1 H i | 1 ' 1 HESER i
Data Collec. | 2 ! 2 ! 2 I 4 ! 2 H 2 ! 2 1 2 I 56 ! 12
i t T i 1 H 1 i i T
Egistitty | s i 9 o o 4 9 & o i 9 | 9 | : i 7
. 1 1 i D i 1 1 i 7 i
Cortirication ! : : : : {10 ¢ 1| ; i 2
] 1 H I 1 i : i : :
Budget Comp ! 12 1 12 ! 12 & a2 i gz 4 13 % qa P 8
Client 1 1 1 I 1 i 1 : H i
Notifications | H i | i ) H 19% 12b 13e | 3
BereTit 1 3 H i i ‘ H i H i
Deliver i 13 H 13 H 13 | 13 | 13 1% H 13 ! 1136 13d 9
ase i : T 23 Bl 8% TEZ X% g8 TR 18T T <830 B> aup 2he |
Tracking H i i H H L) | 2425 ! ! ! 27
agement H H H i i H T i i )
Control ! | H H ! 1 ! H {7 24d 28b | 3
BIZTing =nd H H H 1 T T 1 i H
Collections | 15 16 17 ! H i ! } P15 16 17 115 16 17> | ! 6
Centrai Index/} i H i i ) B 1 119037720067
Dats Base } 23 H 23 - 23 H 23 i 23 : 23 H 23 ] TPy 22(7)) 27
i H ! } T H 1 1 i ]
Froud/hudit | : ; ! : ; : : 2603 | 3
Lolunn/Total T
Pozaible Scores 11 N 8 N A i n hictd 39 107
Program Reports 12

Rid Claiming Reports
. Mimin. Claiming Reports

3%)

|

—a
=

.

Numbers in parenthesis in the "General™ column are the possible
point values of the associsted questions; all other questions

had a potential of one point.

The Child Support entries have been bracketed to indicate that
they were not included in row (function) totals; this program

was examined separately and only minimal weight was placed on the
results with respect the other gquestionnaire categories. The
reason for the exclusive treatment was that the questionnaire was
not sent to District Attorneys and the responses received from
welfare staff were not complete enough for unqualified
comparative purposes.




Relative ranks {1,2,3, etc.) were then assigned to the counties in
the sbove mentioned function/report and program matrices. The
relative rark indicates the ranking of the county regardless of the
absolute or numerical score. TFor instance, if a given program
proportion score was 0.72 it would fall in the third numerical rank
{0.8-0.7, above). However, if this was the highest scoring interval
for the particular category, its relative rank would be 1;
enalogously, if there was a score of 0.9%, nothing in the range of C.8
to 0.9, and our 0.72 score, then 0.9% would be ranked 1 and 0.72 would
be ranked 2.

The list of candidate study counties wes then arrived at by:

a. Developing and comparing the comhined (absolute and relative)
rank indexes.

b. Conzidering the number of above average scores accumilated in the
function/report and program matrix categories.

Independent of the quantitative scoring, counties that, to date, have
been identified =as having unigque processes in & limited area of study
were added to the list of study counties.

The analysis processes noted above are pregented in expanded format in
the attached "Detailed Analysis" section.

Results of Analysis

a. General Cheservations

In reviewing the results of the questionnaires some items of
note evolved and they are listed below without quelification.

(1) Of the eleven functions, there appears to be a lower degree
of implementation for eligibility and budget computation
processes when compared to other categories.

(2} Service oriented programs, in particular Social Services and
Adult Programs, are supported hy data processing at a
relatively lower level than are the income related programs
(AFDC, Food Stemps, ete.).

{3} 1In the majority of counties there appeared to be an emphasis
on fiseal reporting rather than program-statiatical

reporting.
b.  Puggested Study Counties

Based upon the steps demcribed in the prior section, the
following counties have been tentatively identified for further
study; the list represents a "best mix" with respect to the
criteria stated at the beginning of the report. Counties noted
as alternateg will only be reviewed if scheduling conflictas
arise with other counties, or it is felt that further study will
be necessary.




Multi-Function Study Counties

Butte

los Angeles

Mendocino

San Rernardino

Santa Clara (Case Data)¥
Solano {Case Data)*
Stanislaus

Talare (Case Data)¥

Marin (Alternate)
Ventura {Alternate)

*Jould be reviewed in combination{s) of Santa Clara and Tulare or
Yolano and Tulare with the remaining county heing an alternate

Special Study Counties

(1) Monterey - cycle eligibility and payments
(2) Wapa - Medi-Cal budgeting.



Centralized Delivery System Project
Detailed Analysis and Results of County Systems Survey
May 1980

This section expands upon the steps that were taken to abstract and analyze
the information contained in the questionnaire responses.

1. Rank Order Lists (Figures t, 2, )

The responses from the 142 questionnaires were scored and arranged in order
by total points within the following categories:

- System Functions

- Program Operation/Statistical Reports

- Aid Claiming Reportis

- Administrative Claiming Reports

Counties with identical point totals within any category list are sub-
grouped in alphabetical order.




Figure 1

€DS DP SURVEY

FUNCTIONS
Number Points Number Points
1. Tulare g5 23. Sacramento 39.50
2. Santa Clara g0.50 24, Santa Cruz 39.50
3. Los Angeles 76.25 25. Ventura 39
i, Fresno T4 26. Santa Barbara 34,75
5. Solano 73 27. Kern 33.75
6. San Diego 72 28. Kings 31.50
7. Mendocino 68 29, Lake 30
8. San Bernardino 65.75 30. Imperial 28
9, Sonoma 65 31. Orange 27.50
10. San Luis Obispo 64,25 32. Shasta 27.50
11. Marin 61 33. Siskiyou 16
12. Butte 60 34, Merced ‘ 14
13. San Mateo 59 35. Del Norte 11
14, El Dorado 56.25 36. Nevada 5
15. Humboldt 56.25 37. Calaveras 2
16. Riverside 51.50 38. Alameda (Ltr. of Non-Submission)
17. Stanislaus 51.25 39. Inyo -
18. Monterey 4g.75 4o, Placer
19. San Joaquin 48.75 41, San Francisco -
20. Yolo 48 - 42, Sutter -
21. Lontra Costa HE)
22. Napa 15

Points Possible = 107 excluding Child Support



Figure 3

CDS DP SURVEY

FISCAL REPORTS

AID CLAIMING

Number Points Number Points

1. Sonoma 21 22. Mendocino 9

2. Solano 20 23. Sacramento 9

3. Contra Costa 18 24, Yolo 9

4, Imperial 18 25. Humboldt 8

5. Stanislaus 16 26. Shasta 8

6. El Dorado 15 27. San Joaquin 6.25
7. Lake 15 28. Riverside 4

8. Santa Cruz 15 29, Santa Barbara 4

9. San Luis Obispo 15 30. Calaveras 3
10, 8anta Clara 14 31. Del Norte 3
11. Kings 13 32. Kern 3
12. Marin 13 32, Merced 3
13. Monterey 13 34, Tulare 3
14, San Mateo 13 35. Siskiyou 2.25
15. Ventura 13 36. Butte 1
16. Fresno 11.50 37. Nevada 0
17. Orange 11 38. Alameds {Ltr. of Non-Submissicn)
18. San Diego 1 39. Inyo -
19. Napa 10.50 40, Placer -
20. Los Angeles 10 B1. BSan Francisco -
21. San Bernardino 10 42, Sutter -

Points Possible = 21

ADMIN CLAIMING

Number Points
1. San Bernardino 7.75
2. Los Angeles 5
3. Santa Clara 5

All other counties, 3 or fewer points; 23 counties scored zero

Points Possible = 14



Number
1. Tulare
2. Santa Clara
3. Stanislaus
4, San Luis Obispo
5. BSolano
6. Fresno
7. Sonoma
8. Contra Costa
9. Marin
10. Mendocino
11. Butte
12. Santa Cruz
13. Ventura
14, Los Angeles
15, San Joaquin
16. San Bernardino
17. San Diego
18. Monterey
19. Shasta
20. El Dorado
21. Orange

Points

28
21
18.75
18.50
18.50
16
15
.75
14
13.50
13.25
13
12.50
12
11.50
1
11
10.50
10
9.50
9.25

Figure 2

CDS DP SURVEY

PROGRAM REPORTS

Number Points

22.
23,
24,
25,
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34,
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41,
b2,

Humboldt
Imperial
Lake

Kern

San Mateo
Siskiyou
Kings

Napa
Sacramento
Yolo
Merced
Riverside
Calaveras
Del Norte
Nevada
Santa Barbara
Alameda (Ltr. of Non-Submission)
Inyo -

Placer -

San Francisco -

Sutter -

(%)
<
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Points Possible = 32 excluding Child Support




N.ﬁ

Ami

N outp . g EERET
INITSA . BNETITHELS | epTetoaty| ORTPH *g
oo 18 SIBL) 38 -oflatq *§ edey| eprsIeaty
“SIEH "8 ourp.g *g BUOUOZ uTTed Asae3uoy Kaxojuoy eduaig BN UAp
hmawmﬁ SPISIBATYH oa3BN "9 s9uty | PEOISY wday, ouetog
: apIoquny | apysasaty " y*
— jprequng | sSury v apToquny  ouwpoopuey
s3uTy ] WIWLH *35 cuBexy §{ Vpwicd T4 ot opeloT T3 JpToqmmy BTy weon 1 ougaig ouToOpUSK
- BInyuay
GIoX FneTeTUs] gl
ouwog vInjua g BLOUG
BIBT) *35 enIy 3y | BAEQIRg 14
018 odetq *g v 4pTOqumY )
o3E] oULp,d *S ousaIy opaIog T4l “0*1*g
opeiog T¥ . ApToquny opetog TH | ¥3E0D D outp,g °S
. OULIOpUSy s33ng 03085 |  outoOpUSH a13ng ELERT syer| oSe1q *g " ayyng
OEOX
eI IVELY axeln),
B|ROUGT @I 38
oueTes 03988
Tetasday OUTIOPUSH ooyey *g afwaig
w1803 5 vy < 089Tq g outoopuUsy uxay
' cuIdLg sxeTnrl ws0n *D ousaxgl opeiog T owaTos sxwng
. .mununop .o VI UD A ?
BULOUOG] EELAALA
ouetog| sneTsTUelg
NIy *15 BICHEOY N
BIBTD "38 oueTog
0238l *g nIp 35
M R A 3 BIBLD *35
ouUIPH Y o938y s
BPISIBAT OuUBTOg 0*1*s
Laxajuo) eIRiy *31s ofat g
v cozey *s{ OUTP,E °§
axuTng, Tetss . ¢ «grrrg] epIsIeATH sTeTHL
oTox oueTog ousa arany, | utnbeop =gj ourosopusy |lel) *ag RIE{H "1S
swouey axeny, vIBT) *35 wEe) ) BIW[D 315 oFa1q*s b A1 "0"ItE uTaF
ous{og areln, *y*1 axeny | wson ) 23304 R{oRl UTIRR ousazg ode1q *§ B A
RGeS N - -
wreTH 83484 1Teny, gaq S9TTOn 3 To3uoD Jusy ATTaQ “3T30 dwop X
PIY *Boxg /praag /19 JutTiid JuBy 888 aueg JUITTD jedpng *FI3399 "OTId e uy

Y sandy

NOIZNGIHISIA MO0 SNOIZONN WAISES




System Functions Score Distribution (Figure 4)

For the purposes of creating this matrix, the two major reporting
categories, Program and Aid Claiming, were combined with the eleven
"original" system functions. From a stand point of definition, the
reporting categories can be considered analogous to management and fiscal
reporting functions.

The point score for each applicable function was first converted to a
proportion (points scored divided by points possible); this was done to
normalize all scores for visual and arithmetical comparisions.

As a first step in narrowing down the selection process, an arbitrary score
cut-off of 0.6 was used for every function, i.e. any county not scoring 60%
or more of the possible points within a specific function was not placed in
the distribution matrix for that function.

The vertical (proportion) divisions of the matrix, starting from the bottom
are 0.60 thru 0.66, 0.70 thru 0.79, ete. Any score on a major division
boundary was "rounded up" if there was any remainder past the second
decimal place, i.e. 0.793 would be changed to 0.80 but 0.79 (exact) would
not. The counties are listed in alphabetical order within each major

grid; due to the size of the table, abbreviations have been used for many
counties.

The matrix indicates that eligibility and budget computation processes may

have a significantly lower degree of implementation when compared to other

processes, Further, there is an appreciably lower concentration in program
reporting than in fiscal reporting.

Program Support Score Distribution (Figure 5)

This matrix was developed using exactly the same methods that were used for
the "System Functions Score Distribution®.

The visual comparison of the program grids indicates there may be
appreciably less data processing concentration in service related programs
{ Adult Programs, Social Services) than in income maintenance (AFDC, Food
Stamps, et al).



Relative Rank Analysis - Functions (Figures 6, 7)

At this point, it was decided to split the remaining counties into sub-
groups by separating the ten responding Case Data counties from the
others. There were two reasons for doing this: (1) The initial cut-off
left a total of thirty-three counties for further examination and the
handling aspects would be cumbersome. (2) If a limit were set at 2-3 Case
Data counties, it would allow county segregation into the two major groups
without prejudicing the selection process; this is due to the fact that
there is appreciable commonality within Case Data (and diversity is a
ecriterion) and the 2-3 limit, relative to the desired study envelope of
6-10 counties, is in the same proportion range as the responses - 10 of 37.

The analysis in this step consisted of:

a. Transferring county names and proportion scores from the "System
Functions Score Distribution" to a new county-versus-function matrix.
The county names formed the vertical axis, function names remained as
the horizontal axis, and the proportion scores were placed in the
appropriate resulting cells.

b. MNext, the relative rank of the proportion scores was observed in the
"Distribution™ matrix and then placed, in parentheses, next to the
proportion scores in the new matrix.

The relative rank (1,2,3...) is based on when/where a county appears
in the "Distribution" matrix, regardless of the score value of the
major grid. For instance, in the "Eligibility" column of Figure U,
San Diego is in the third scoring grid but is the first county to
appear in the category; its relative rank, therefore, is 1. In the
"Billing & Collection" column, there are four counties in the first
scoring grid, none in the second and Sacramento in the third; since
Sacramento is in the second grouping to oceur, its relative rank is
2.

¢. When all cells were completed, their attributes were summarized by
county at the right side of the matrix, as indicated on the face of
Figures 6 and 7. In the summarization of relative ranks, they were
transformed to decimal values compatible with the proportion scores;
the (1,2,3...)-(1.0,0.8,0.6...) respective relationships give slightly
higher weighting to relative ranks 1 and 2, when compared to
proportion (absolute) scoring. '

d. When all totals and indexes were calculated, the selection process
continued by eliminating counties with the lowest indexes and/or count
of functions. The criteria used for exclusion were that the counties
were in the lower 25%, or were appreciably below the average for the
count or index.



The elimination lists are shown below for the two county groups with
the appropriate indicator in parentheses after each county name:

Index Elimination

Counties Excluding Case Data Case Data Only
(average Index 1.38) (average Index 1.65)
Humboldt (1.17) Fresno (1.59)
Kings (1.00) San Mateo (1.55)
Lake {1.15)
Merced  (1.00)
Napa (1.10)
Shasta  (1.00)

Function Count Elimination
Counties Excluding Case Data Case Data Only
{average Count 3.9) {average Count 7.5)
Imperial (2) Santa Cruz (5)
Kern (2) Sonoma (6)
Orange (2)
Sacramento (2)

San Joagquin  (2)
Santa Barbara (1)
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5.

Relative Rank Analysis - Program Support (Figures 8,9)

This step was identical to the functions relative rank analysis except for
the following:

a, The source matrix was the "Program Support Score Distribution®

b. The analysis processes were done only for the counties that
remained after the prior step's index and function count
elimination.

¢. There was no elimination within this process; its only purpose
was to develop program indicators to be used in conjunction with
the function indicators.
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Figure 10
Page 1 of 2

Candidate County Selection
(Excluding Case Data)

County

Functions

Count Tndex !

Programs

Count Indey

Selection/Discussion

Los Angeles

1.60

3 1.30

Select - very high in function
scoring; program support count
low but index adequate.

Mendoeino

San Bernardino

5 1.32

Select both counties - good to
high scoring in both functions
and program support.

El Dorado

Riverside

Ventura

1.25

1.33

1.50

Delete El Dorado - low in both
functions and program support
indexes.

Delete Riverside - Adequate in
functions but low in both
program support count and
index.

Select Ventura as an alternate
- geographical considerations
and marginal program support
scoring.

Butte

Marin

Stanislaus

1.42
1.42

1.42

4 1.40
5 1.38

Select Butte and make Marin
an alternate - both score
well,however, Butte is a
central processing county,
i.e. similarities to CDS
concepts.

Select Stanislaus - program
support would be higher with
Child Support inclusion and
central valley representation
needed,

Monterey

Yy

1.22

Delete - marginal in both
functions and program support
indexes and counts,




Candidate County Selection (Figures 10, 11)

The two county groups were arrayed with their count and index indicators
for the function and program variables; the lists were constructed by ranks
based on function count,

The final selection step was to evaluate all the indicators within and
between the rank-order groups. The order of importance of the indicators
was considered to be function index, function count, program index, and
program count.

The selection-elimination aspects, at this point, became difficult,
especially in the central rankings. A key to differentiating between
counties that were effectively “tied" was to consider geographical
distribution. The resulting choices, which are grouped in Figure 12,
essentially cover the northern, central and southern, coastal and interior
regions of the state.



Figure 10
Paze 7 of 2

Candidate ‘County Selection

(Excluding Case Data) -~ continued

Functions Programs
County Count Index Count Tndex Setection/Discussion
Yolo 2 1.60 0 — Delete - low on function count

i
f
I
t
|
]
;
]
i
]
1
|
i
i
|
i
]
¢
H

and no program support
entries,

[ N S




ﬂ
Fipure 11 b

Candidate County Selection
(Case Data)

Either pair of Tulare - Santa
Clara or Tulare - 3olano are
good combinations regarding

FPunctions Programs
County Count Index Count. Index Selection/Discussion
. _ 1 ~ e —
I ¥ 3
! ! |
Santa Clara 10 1.83 i 7 1.71 !
' ! i Select Santa Clara and Tulare -
Tulare P10 1.8 Y 1.76  } both are very high in support
} ; I count and indexes; Tulare is
Solano g 1273 ! 6 1.43 !  much higher than all other
i H H counties in functions index.
3 1 i
§ t 3
San Luis I 8 1.8H : 6 1.30 |
Obispo ! i Select Solano as a third
! i choice - very high in
1 ! functions count and index;
Contra Costa | 7 1.63 3 1.23 i same or better as remaining
| i counties in program
San Diego PT o 1.61 7 1.43 i support.
| i
| |
i ;
i |
| j
: :

geographical distribution,
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Proposed County Study Matrix (Figure 12)

This is a recapitulation of the selectad counties and their relative
rankings. Tne "Functions" side contains an 'X' for any ranking of 1,2, or
3 and the "Progrems” side is for any ranking, 1 through 4. Loosely
interpreted, the chart indicates the system functions to be reviewed with
possible concentration in, or relationship to, specific programs,

The potential weak points (or strong points) are indicated by the '¥Xs' in
any particular column. Where there isn't an 'X' in each of the first two
county groupings it may result in a lack of diversity in specific review
areas.

Special Areas of Study

All of the prior analysis was a "bulk process" and, inherently, may have
disregard uniqueness of operation on a limited scale. To insure that
potentially beneficial automation concepts are not overlooked, studies of a
more restricted scope, covering one or two functions, may be performed in
additional counties. To date, two such counties have been identified:

Monterey - cycle eligibility and payments
Napa - Medi-Cal budgeting



